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be set by supply and demand. Farmers
receive help, but not at the expense of
workers and consumers.

The sugar program is different. It
helps sugar producers by hurting other
people, and that’s just not right. There
are other ways sugar farmers who may
need help could receive assistance
without embracing an outdated system
of strict government controls that cost
consumers $3.5 billion per year in high-
er prices and over 112,000 lost jobs in
the sugar-using industries in the last
decade.

During fiscal year 2011, the wholesale
price for U.S.-refined beet sugar aver-
aged 55.8 cents per pound. This is con-
siderably higher than the average re-
corded cost during the 5-year period
covered by the 2002 farm bill provisions
for FY 2003 through FY 2007, which was
27.6 cents per pound. Last month, the
average price for U.S.-refined beet
sugar was 26.3 cents per pound, whereas
the average world-refined sugar price
was 21.9 cents per pound. Historically,
our sugar program Kkeeps our markets
higher regardless of demand and/or sup-
ply compared to world prices for sugar.

The U.S. manufacturers who use
sugar as an ingredient to produce proc-
essed foods and drinks are having to al-
ways pay more domestically than man-
ufacturers overseas. This is the exact
reason why candy companies are mov-
ing to countries like Canada, Mexico,
and other offshore places.
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We need an industry that is subject
to capital market forces without gov-
ernment intrusion, that places quotas
on the amount of sugar that can be
grown in the United States, and re-
stricts access to foreign-grown sugar.

The current sugar program benefits
4,714 sugar farmers in the United
States, while threatening the jobs of
600,000 workers in sugar-using indus-
tries and, thus, imposing a hidden tax
on every American consumer. The
Pitts-Davis-Goodlatte-Blumenauer
amendment would lower the price-sup-
port loan rate in accordance to historic
levels and reduce taxpayers’ liability
for keeping prices high, save taxpayers
money, allow more sugar imports, and
provide the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture more flexibility to modify do-
mestic marketing allotments.

Making changes to the sugar pro-
gram will help level the playing field
and provide sugar-based manufacturers
much-needed resources to keep people
employed and modernize their produc-
tion facilities.

Let’s not help the few at the expense
of the many. Vote ‘“‘yes” for the Pitts-
Davis-Goodlatte-Blumenauer amend-
ment.

——————

THE FARRM BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. McCLINTOCK) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, the
FARRM Bill is now before us. It’s a
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measure originating in the House of
Representatives, whose majority was
elected on a clear mandate to stop
wasting money. Yet all this bill does is
continue to waste money.

Yes, it tightens up a little on auto-
matic eligibility for food stamps, and
that’s a good thing. Yet this modest re-
form is a poor substitute for the com-
plete overhaul that is desperately need-
ed.

The food stamp program, now called
SNAP, was originally intended to pro-
vide basic commodities to the truly
needy. Yet I cannot count the number
of constituents who have complained
to me over the last several years about
standing in a grocery line and watch-
ing the person in front of them use
SNAP cards to buy luxuries that these
hardworking taxpayers could not
themselves afford.

But it is the corporate welfare provi-
sions that this bill continues, and in
some case expands, that I find the most
offensive.

Yes, the bill shifts us away from di-
rect payments to farmers; but it, in-
stead, grossly expands taxpayer-sub-
sidized crop insurance programs, eating
up about three-quarters of the savings
the supporters purport to achieve. The
practical effect is to guarantee profits
to farmers, while shifting their losses
to taxpayers.

We’re told that if the bill fails, these
wasteful programs will continue with
no reform. Well, actually, many of the
most wasteful programs would expire,
like the $150 million to advertise farm-
ers markets.

But the fine point of it is this: If this
bill is defeated, the House can take up
real reform at any time. If it is passed,
we kick that can another 5 years down
the road.

To those who say this is a small step
in the right direction, I would agree, it
is a very small step. It makes tiny and
modest changes to an utterly atrocious
program. According to the CBO, it
would save all of 3.4 percent from the
baseline over the next 5 years, hardly a
crowning achievement for fiscal re-
form.

But there’s no blinking at the fact
that these programs are fundamentally
unfair and grossly wasteful, and this
bill locks them into law for another 5
years. If the supporters of this bill were
actually serious about incremental re-
form, this would be a 1-year authoriza-
tion with additional reforms planned
next year. It most decidedly is not.

Let me explain clearly what this bill
means to an average, hardworking,
taxpaying family in my district. That
family must struggle and scrimp to
keep their shop open. They bear the en-
tire financial risk of failure; and their
profits, if there are any, are heavily
taxed.

A portion of that family’s taxes goes
to the agriculture industry for the ex-
press purpose of inflating the prices
that that family must pay at the gro-
cery store. As a result, when the family
goes grocery shopping, it must scrimp
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again in order to bear these artificially
higher prices that have been forced up
by their own high taxes.

As that family stands in the check-
out line with their ground chuck for
the Dbarbecue tonight, they watch
SNAP cards used by others to pay for
premium steaks that family can’t af-
ford for itself, but paid for by that fam-
ily’s own high taxes.

If the economy sours, that family
bears its own losses, while it also pays
to cover the losses of the same agricul-
tural interests responsible for their
pain at the grocery store.

The bill before us continues this
travesty for another 5 years, with
soothing assurances from its sup-
porters to cheer up, things could be
worse. Well, actually, things couldn’t
be much worse, and they could be a
whole lot better.

This bill, for example, could be de-
feated and replaced with genuine re-
form. The government could be with-
drawn from its corrupt interventions in
agricultural markets. The food stamp
program could be restored to its origi-
nal purpose, to provide basic commod-
ities to the truly needy, and individual
consumers could be free to determine
the price of their groceries by the deci-
sions that they make every day over
what to spend at the grocery store, and
not on the basis of what deals were cut
in Congress.

The Roman writer Phaedrus summed
up this bill rather neatly 20 centuries
ago. He said:

A mountain was in labor, sending forth
dreadful groans, and there was in the region
the highest expectation. After all that, it
brought forth a mouse.

————

THE IMPACTS OF CONGRESSIONAL
DYSFUNCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. KILMER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss the damage from Con-
gress’ inability to do its job and pass a
budget, and the unreasonable lengths
that folks have to go to cover for the
reckless policy of sequestration.

As I said the very first time I spoke
in this Chamber, Congress should be
doing all it can to replace the across-
the-board cuts caused by sequestration
with a balanced, bipartisan, long-term
budget. Cutting across the board is not
a strategy. In fact, it’s anti-strategic.

Unfortunately, this Congress has
been stuck in ‘“‘park’ when it comes to
working toward a long-term budget. In
fact, Congress has only passed 13 bills
in 6 months, none of them dealing with
jobs, and none of them working to re-
place these nonstrategic cuts.

Congress needs to understand the im-
pacts of its dysfunction. In my district,
we see those consequences every day.

I'm a member of the House Armed
Services Committee, and I'm proud to
represent several military installa-
tions, including Naval Base Kitsap and
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